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•RflTTifl rk ^/Ar tf uments 
Reconsideration of this application is requested. 
Extension of Time 

Enclosed is a request for a one month extension of the period for response to 
the office action mailed on November 3. 2005. The extended period for response 
expiree on 

March 3. 2006. 
Claim Status 

Claims 1-55 are pending. Claims 1. 5. 22. 26, 41, 42, 46. 54 and 55 are 
amended, claims 2-4. 23-25 and 43-45 are canceled and claims 56-59 are added. 
Thus, claims 1, 5-22, 26-42 and 46-59 are now pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 102(a) 

Claims 1-8, 11. 15 and 18 are rejected under 35 USC 102(a) as anticipated by 
Shimizu (US 2002/0144852). In response, claim 1 is amended to clearly distinguish 
over Shimizu. Applicant submits that independent claim 15 as filed distinguishes 
over Shimizu. 

Claim 1, as amended, and claim 15, as ffled, require that the first mounting 
member (8) is a substanUally planar flat plate having an interface region (15) in 
contact with the vibration isolation material (12) and a flange region (18) extending 
away from the vibration isolation material and defining at least one aperture (20) 
configured to receive a festener fDr mounting to garage structure. Thus, claims 1 
and 15 require that the interface region and flange region be part of the same 
planar flat plate that defines the first mounting member. 

This structure is advantageous in that it aUows vibration isolation material 
(12) and its mount to the drive motor (40) via second mounting element (10) to be 
positioned below and in a different horiaontal plane than the mount of flange region 
(18) to the garage structure. Consequently, vibrations firom the entire motor 
assembly and drive system axe isolated and attenuated by vibration isolation 
material (12) from the ceiling and interior structure of the garage in which the 
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open., is mounted (see applicants specification, page 2, linas 3-22 and page 5. lines 

1-20). . , ... - 

Shimizu does not disclose (or suggest) such a structure. Shimizue interface 

region" 74 and "flange region" 78 are dearly not part of one substantially planar flat 
plate, as required by claims 1 and 15 (see Shimizu. Figs. 5 and 6). Bather. 
Shimi.u-s plate 74 and mounting ears 78 are separate structures, and ears 78 
extend at a right angle from plate 74. Such a configuration diSers from apphcanfs 
claimed configm-ation and does not provide the vibration isolation advantages of 
apphcant's structure. As can be seen in Shimizu's Fig. 3, vibration from engine 40 
can pass along a direct line 94 from the center of gravity G directly through plate 
74 material 84 and plate 76 to vehicle frame component 20, Moreover, whereas 
Shimizu merely isolates the motor from the rest of the system. appHcant isolates 
the entire drive system (including ti^ motor) from the structure in whach xt is 
mounted- 

Since Shimizu does not diaclose each and every element of claims 1 and 15. it 
cannot anticipate those claims or claims 5-8. 11 and 18 dependent thereon. The 
rejections under 35 USC 102(a) should he withdrawn. In this regard, applicant 
notes that claims 2-4 are canceled since they are now incorporated in claim 1. 

New claims 56-59 depend from claims 1 and 15 and further define the 
vibration isolation aspects of the invention. In particular, a first horizontal plane 
passing through the apertures of the flange region does not pass through the 
vibration isolation material, whereas a second horizontal plane passing through the 
fasteners of the second mounting plate is parallel to the first horizontal plane and 
does pass through the isolation material. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC ICS (a) 

Claims 9. 10. 12-14. 16. 17 and 19-55 are rejected under 35 USC X03(a) as 
obvious over Shimizu in view of Lhotak (US 5.761.850). AppUcant respectfuUy 
traverses these rejections. 
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Lhotak is cited as showing a motor mounting 14 mounted to a 

motor 20 in a garage door opener system 10. However, Uiotakfs «bration 
dampener 18 is coupled direaly and eoa^delly between motor 20 and motor mount 
16 and bears no relation to appUcanf s atruoture and claim limitations to a speoik 
configuration ol mounting plates, fasteners and vibration isoUtion material. As 
with Shimizu, Lhotak merely isolates the motor firom other system components, 
whereas applicant isolates the enti« system including the motor from the structure 
in which it is mounted._Thus, Lhotak does not remedy the deficiencies of Shimuu 
w.th respect to claims 9, 10. 12-14, 16, 17 and 19-21, which depend fcom cla«ns 1 
and 15, and the rejections of these claims under 35 USC 103(a) should therefore be 

withdrawn. 

Independent claims 22. 41, 42 and 54 are amended in a similar fashion to 
claims 1 and 15, discussed above, and therefore distinguish over Shimi™ «d 
Lhotat fcr tha same reasons. Thus, the rejections of claims 22-54 under 35 USC 

103(a) should be withdrawn. 

Claim 66 is amended i« indude limitations similar to those of new dependent 
claims 66 and 58. That is, parallel planes pass through the first and second 
mounting members, but only one of these planes passes through the vibration 
illation material. Such a configuration is not present in Shimizu. any plane 
passing through mounting plate 76 and material 84 will intersect (and thus will no. 
be parallel with) a plane that passes through mounting plate 74 but does not pass 
through material 84. Thus, the rejection of claim 65 should dso be withdrawn. 
Conclusion 

This application is now believed to be in condition fcr allowance. The 
examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned to resolve any issues that remain 

^ -i.- A^r^r^t Ar>M fres due with this reBponse may be charged to 

after entry of this amendment. Any lees aue wawi v 

our Deposit Account No. 50-1314. 



Page 15 of 16 

PAGE 20/21 ' RCVD AT 3/212006 7:13:57 PM [Eastem Standard Time] ' SVR:IISPT0{F)(RF^17 ' DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:t2133376701 ' DURATION (ms):0e48 



Mar-OZ-06 * 16:16' ' Fron-Hogan i Hartson LLP Los Angslss. Ca- 



n\3 337 6701 



T-881 P. 021/02) F-668 



Appl. No. 10/619.916 
Amdt. dated March 2, 2C 
Reply to Office Action of 




Atty. Ref. 89222.0007 
Customer No. 26021 



Respectfully submitted, 
HOGAN & HARTSON L.L.P. 




DatB: March 2. 2006 



Troy^SJ. Schmelzer 
Registration No. 36,667 
Attorney for Applicant(a) 



600 South Grand Avenue, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, Califbroia 90071 
Phone: 213-337-6700 
Fax: 213-337-6701 



Page 16 of 16 

PAGE 21/21 ' RCVD AT 312/2006 7:13:5/ M [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPT0{FTO7 ' DtilS:2738300 * CSID:t2133376701 ' DURATION (ms):0M8 



